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Chicago  Transit  Authority 

To:      Mr.  Bernard  Ford,  Executive  Director 

From:    Fare  Collection  Task  Force  Coininittee 

Re:     Recommendations  for  Dollar  Bill  Problem 
Fare  Structure  Experiment 


April  26,  1983 


It  is  recommended  that  the  CTA  experiment  with  a  "No  Transfer" 
fare  structure,  under  which  rates  of  fare  for  each  vehicle 
would  be  50<:  for  bus  and  75<:  for  rail.   A  $40  monthly  pass 
would  continue  to  be  usable  on  any  vehicle.   Reduced  fare 
passengers  would  pay  no  more  than  50%  of  the  full  fares.   The 
recommendation  for  this  experiment  is  prompted  by  the  need  for 
a  short-term  solution  to  the  bus  system  dollar  bill  problem 
which  has  plagued  the  CTA  for  the  last  two  years.   Further, 
there  appears  to  be  an  opportunity  to  experiment  with  fares 
and  thereby  learn  much  more  about  our  passengers,  in  that  our 
projections  indicate  that  the  combination  of  fare  box  revenue 
produced  and  cost  savings  to  accrue  from  this  proposed 
structure  will  very  likely  equal  the  revenues  produced  from 
our  current  fare  structure.   We  continue  to  view  the  long-term 
solution  to  our  dollar  bill  problem  to  be  the  installation  of 
a  fare  collection  system  which  is  designed  to  handle  large 
volumes  of  dollar  bills,  and  the  preparation  of  specifications 
to  achieve  this  end  is  proceeding.   Benefits  to  accrue  from 
this  recommended  fare  structure  experiment  include: 

1.  Virtual  elimination  of  dollar  bills  in  the  bus 
system. 

2.  Increased  ridership  resulting  from  a  fare 
decrease  for  44%  of  our  cash  fare  paying 
passengers. 

3.  Elimination  of  transfer  misuse  and  abuse. 

4.  Reduction  of  fare  abuse  related  to  the  present 
use  of  dollar  bills  and/or  large  numbers  of 
coins . 

5.  Cost  Savings  accruing  from  reduced  dollar 
bill  handling,  f arebox/cashbox  "pulling"  and 
maintenance  activities  and  elimination  of 
transfer  printing  and  distribution. 
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Important  features  of  this  recommended  experiment  include: 

1.  Higher  fares  would  be  charged  on  the  rail 
system  vs.  the  bus  system.   This  concept  is 
based  upon  the  rail  system's  delivery  of 
faster  service  and  longer  distance  riding  by 
passengers  on  rail  vs.  bus. 

2.  Significant  increases  in  pass  usage  is  ex- 
pected. 

A.  A  bi-weekly  pass  priced  at  $20  is 
recommended  in  addition  to  the  $40 
monthly  pass.   This  should  reduce 
the  impact  on  those  passengers  who 
find  it  difficult  to  outlay  $40  at 
one  time. 

B.  A  bi-weekly  pass  priced  at  $9  for 
senior  citizens  and  handicapped 
passengers  is  recommended  in  addi- 
tion to  the  present  $18  monthly 
pass. 

C.  New  bi-weekly  and  monthly  passes 
priced  at  $9  and  $18  respectively 
are  recommended  for  students. 
Such  passes  would  be  available  for 
students  who  are  currently  eligible 
for  reduced  fares  and  would  be  usable 
under  the  same  conditions  that 
currently  apply  to  this  ridership 
category. 

D.  An  expanded  pass  distribution  net- 
work will  be  required  and  commission 
payments  to  sellers  of  passes  is 
recommended.   Commissions  are 
recommended  to  start  at  1%  of  pass 
value  and  be  adjusted  as  required. 

3.  Full  fare  tokens  would  be  priced  at  75<:  with  major 
usage  foreseen  on  the  rail  system. 

4.  Premium  fares  would  apply  to  express  bus  trips, 
on  a  one-way  only  basis,  as  they  do  presently. 


Documents  supporting  this  recommendation  include  the  narrative 
and  financial  projection  schedules  entitled: 

1.  Fare  Structure  Alternatives  revised  April,  1983 

2.  Fare  Collection  Task  Force  submission  to  Bernard  J. 
Ford  dated  September  30,  1982. 

3.  Pass  Commission  Survey 

4.  Title  VI  Minority  Impact  Analysis 

5.  Regional  Transportation,  Express  Bus,  and  Evanston 
surcharge  recommendations. 
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Attached  is  a  series  of  financial  and  ridership  projections  relating 
to  CTA  fare  structure  alternatives.   Consideration  of  fare  structure 
alternatives  is  prompted  by  a  desire  for  a  short-term  solution  to  the 
bus  system  dollar  bill  problem  which  has  plagued  the  CTA  for  the  past 
two  years.   The  long-term  solution  to  this  problem  continues  to  be  the 
installation  of  fareboxes  which  are  designed  to  handle  large  volumes  of 
dollar  bills. 

DOLLAR  BILL  PROBLEM  -  BUS  SYSTEM 

When  CTA  fares  were  increased  from  60C  to  80<:  in  early  1981,  dollar  bill 
volumes  increased  from  30,000  per  day  to  80,000  per  day.   When  fares 
were  further  increased  to  90C  in  mid-1981,  dollar  bill  volume  zoomed 
to  almost  300,000  per  day.   Discounted  tokens  and  the  "ban  the  buck" 
campaigns  temporarily  reduced  the  daily  volume  of  dollar  bills  down  to 
150,000.   However,  each  day  the  volume  creeps  upward,  and  currently 
averages  somewhat  over  180,000  bills  per  day.   Fare  boxes  currently  in 
use  served  the  CTA  well  from  1970  until  two  years  ago.   The  fare  box 
collection  system  was  built  with  coins  in  mind.   The  system  was  very 
secure  before  the  advent  of  heavy  dollar  bill  usage.   This  sytem  was 
not  designed  to  handle  dollar  bills,  and  therefore,  significant  added 
costs  have  been  incurred  over  the  last  two  years  in  an  effort  to  force 
the  system  to  accept  dollar  bills. 

PROJECTION  OF  FARES 

Shown  in  the  attached  schedules  is  a  ten  year  projection  of  operating 
expenses  and  revenues  required,  assuming  a  4%  average  annual  rate  of 
inflation.   Using  the  current  fare  structure,  fares  have  been  projected 
on  the  assumption  of  a  50%  "fare  box  recovery  ratio"  over  the  next 
ten  years. 

ALTERNATIVE  FARE  STRUCTURES 

The  package  includes  projections  for  alternative  fare  structures  en- 
titled "NO-Transfer  Fare  Structure"  cind  "Prepaid  Incentive  Fare  Structure" 
Both  concepts,  in  the  initial  stages,  should  virtually  eliminate  the 
use  of  dollar  bills  on  the  bus  system. 

NO-TRANSFER  FARE  STRUCTURE 

The  no-transfer  fare  structure  is  based  upon  the  concept  of  separate 
fares  for  each  vehicle  which  passengers  ride.    Projections  of  revenue 
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produced  under  three  alternatives  are  shown  for  fare  rates  as  follows: 


Bus 

Rai; 

L 

Monthly 
Full  R« 

Pass 

Full 

Reduced 

Full 

Reduced 

>duced 

50<: 

25<: 

75<: 

35C 

$40 

$18 

50<: 

25<^ 

65<: 

30C 

$40 

$18 

60<: 

30<: 

75C 

35<? 

$40 

$18 

Major  assumptions  upon  which  these  projections  are  based  include: 

1 .  Acceptance  of  the  concept  of  a  higher  fare  on  rail 
vs  bus  based  upon  delivery  of  faster  service  and 
longer  distance  riding  by  passengers. 

2.  Current  ridership  distribution  as  determined  by  the 
Operations  Planning  Department  (See  Page  14) .   Its 
surveys  indicate  that  of  current  full-fare  paying 
passengers  who  pay  cash  or  use  tokens,  44%  ride  one 
vehicle  and  56%  use  more  than  one  vehicle. 

3.  Cost  savings  will  occur  related  to  dollar  bill 
handling,  farebox/cashbox  "pulling"  and  maintenance, 
and  transfer  printing  and  distribution.   Documenta- 
tion is  included  in  the  Fare  Collection  Task  Force 
Report  dated  September  30,  1982. 

4.  Additional  revenue  will  accrue  from  the  elimination 
of  transfers  and  reduction  of  fare  abuse. 

5.  Significant  shifts  in  fare  paying  mode  from  cash  to 
passes  will  occur.   It  is  assumed  that  to  avoid  a 
fare  increase,  regular  riders  who  currently  purchase 
transfers  will  purchase  passes  under  this  new  fare 
structure.   It  is  assumed  that  pass  usage  will  more 
than  double. 

6.  In  addition  to  the  monthly  pass  priced  at  $40,  a  bi- 
weekly pass  priced  at  $20  would  be  introduced  in  order 
to  reduce  the  out-of-pocket  outlay  required  to  purchase 
riding  passes.   An  expanded  distribution  network  will 
be  required  and  commission  payments  to  sellers  of 
passes  will  need  to  be  considered. 

7 .  The  introduction  of  a  bi-weekly  pass  for  senior 
citizens  and  handicapped  passengers  priced  at  $9  is 
assumed  to  go  along  with  the  present  $18  monthly  pass 
for  these  categories  of  passengers.   It  is  assumed 
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also  that  bi-weekly  and  monthly  passes  will  be  intro- 
duced for  students  who  are  currently  eligible  for 
reduced  fares  and  would  be  usable  under  the  same 
conditions  that  currently  apply  to  this  class  of 
riders.   Such  new  pass  is  recommended  in  order  to 
avoid  fare  increases  for  students  who  transfer  more 
than  once  or  ride  both  the  bus  and  rail  systems. 
It  is  noted  that  the  number  of  reduced  fare  passengers 
projected  to  shift  into  passes  is  considerably  less, 
compared  to  the  class  as  a  whole,  than  is  the  case 
with  full-fare  paying  passengers.   This  is  because 
reduced  fare  riders  do  not  take  as  many  multiple 
vehicle  trips  or  bus/rail  trips  as  do  full-fare 
paying  passengers. 

8.  Full  fare  tokens  would  be  priced  at' 75C  and,  therefore, 
from  a  practical  point  of  view,  become  a  convenience 
for  rail  vehicle  riders. 

9.  Premium  fares  would  apply  to  express  bus  trips  on  the 
same  basis  as  they  do  currently,  that  is,  one-way  only. 

10.   An  increase  in  ridership  will  result  in  the  categories 

of  passengers  who  will  experience  a  fare  decrease,  i.e., 
one  vehicle  riders.   Likewise,  a  decrease  in  ridership 
among  the  multiple  vehicle,  non-regular  riders  will 
probably  occur.   This  fare  structure  results  in  a  fare 
decrease  for  44%  of  our  current  cash  paying  passengers. 
Regular,  daily  multiple  vehicle  passengers  who  purchase 
passes  will  not  experience  a  fare  increase.   Only  those 
multiple  vehicle  passengers  who  use  the  CTA  once  in  a 
while,  for  whom  passes  are  of  no  benefit,  would  experience 
a  fare  increase. 


PREPAID  INCENTIVE  FARE  STRUCTURE 

Projections  of  revenue  produced  under  three  scenarios  are  shown. 
Major  assumptions  upon  which  these  projections  are  based  include: 

1 .   The  present  fare  structure  would  remain  pretty  much 
intact  with  the  major  exception  that  50C  extra  would 
be  charged  for  anyone  who  pays  cash  in  lieu  of  using 
tokens  or  passes.   This  notion  stems  from  the  commuter 
rail  experience  wherein  a  50*  extra  charge  is  required 
for  payment  of  fares  on  the  trains.   Percentage  benefits 
of  fare  prepayment  via  passes  or  tokens  verus  payment  of 
cash  fares  would  be  similar  to  the  differentials  that 
apply  on  the  commuter  railroads.   Fare  prepayments  would 
result  in  benefits  to  passengers  exceeding  50%. 
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2.  Tokens  would  continue  to  be  priced  at  10  for  $8.50 
with  substantial  increased  usage  assiimed. 

3.  Substantial  shifting  of  passengers  from  cash  paying 
to  pass  and  token  users  would  occur.   No  changes  in 
fare  structure  would  occur  for  reduced  fare  passengers, 
Dollar  bill  collection  problems  do  not  apply  to  this 
category  of  passenger. 

4.  Cost  savings  will  accrue  as  a  result  of  reduced 
dollar  bill  handling  and  reduced  farebox/cashbox 
"pulling"  and  mainten2mce  activities. 

5.  Additional  revenue  will  accrue  from  a  reduction  of 
fare  abuse. 
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Summary 

Fare  Structure  Alternatives 

Comparison  of  Alternative  1983  Projections 

of  Fare  Box  Revenue  Produced 


Best  Case  Worst  Case 

Projection  Projection 

Revenue  Required  -  Fiscal   1983  $267.1 

No-Transfer  Fare  Structure 

sot  Bus.   75<  Rail    -  Farebox  Revenue  Produced  $257.4  $251.9 

Additional   Savings, 

Revenues  and  Costs  21 .7  5.8 

TOTAL  $279.1  $257.7 

(Shortfall)  -  Surplus  from 
Requ 1  red 

50i  Bus,.65i  Rail   -  Farebox  Revenue  Produced 
Additional  Savings, 
Revenues  and  Costs 

TOTAL  $272.3  $252.4 

(Shortfall)  Surplus  from 
Requ r led 

60t  Bus,  75<  Rail   -  Farebox  Revenue  Produced 
Additional   Savings, 
Revenues  and  Costs 

TOTAL 

(Shortfall)  -  Surplus  from 
Requ 1  red 

Prepaid  Incentive  Fare  Structure 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced 
Additional  Savings, 
Revenues  and  Costs 

TOTAL 

(Shortfall)  Surplus  from  Required 


$  12.0 

$   (9.4) 

$250.9 

$246.5 

21.4 

5.9 

$     5.2 

$(14.7) 

$267.0 

$258.0 

20.3 

4.9 

$287.3 

$262.9 

$  20.2 

$   (4.2) 

$279.1 

$273.5 

11.5 

1.6 

$290.6 

$275.1 

$  23.5 

$     8.0 
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FARE-  5G(t  Bus,  75^  Rail,  $40  Monthly  Pass 

See  Page  9 

Farebox  Revenue  Required  (A) 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced 

Difference  -  Shortfall   (E) 

Additional  Savings  Revenues  &  Costs 
Cost  Savings  (B) 
Additional  Revenue  (C) 
Less  Added  Costs  (D) 
Total 


NO  TRANSFER 

FARE 

STRUCTURE 

1982 

1983 

(F) 

Projection* 

#1 

Projection* 

#2 

Projection* 

#1 

Projection* 

#2 

Pass 

$262.9 
246.8 

$252.9 
241.5 

$267.1 
257.4 

$267.1 
251.9 

$  16.1 


$4.5 

3.2 

(1.9) 


$  21.4 


to  $  8.5 

to  16.0 

to  (2.8) 

to  $21.7 


FARE  -  50(t  Bus,  6St  Rail,  $40  Monthly  Pass 
see  Page  11 

Farebox  Revenue  Required     (A)  $262.9 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  240.6 


Difference  -  Shortfall  (E)                    $  22.3 

Cost  Savings  &  Additional  Revenues 

Cost  Savings     (B)  $4.5       to 

Additional    Revenue     (C)  3.2       to 

Less  Added  Costs     (D)  (1 .8)     to 

Total  $5.9 

FARE  -  60t  Bus,  75i  Rail  ,  $40  Monthly  Pass 
See   Page  13 

Farebox  Revenue  Required  (A)                     $262.9 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  256.0 


Difference  -   Shortfall      (E) 

Cost  Savings  &  Additional    Revenues 
Cost  Savings     (B) 
Additional    Revenue     (C) 
Less  Added  Costs     (D) 
Total 


$     6.9 


$262.9 
236.3 

$  26.6 


$  8.5 
16.0 
(3.1) 


$262.9 
247.4 

$  15.5 


$4.5 

to 

$  8.5 

3.2 

to 

16.0 

(2.8) 

to 

(4.2) 

$4.9 

to 

$20.3 

$     9.7 


$4.5 

3.2 

(1.9) 


$267.1 
250.9 

$  16.2 


$4.5 

3.2 

(1.8) 


$267.1 
267.0 


$  15.2 


to  $  8.5 

to  16.0 

to  (2.8) 

to  IFTT" 


to 
to 
to 


$267.1 
246.5 

$  20.6 


$  8.5 
16.0 
(3.1) 


$267.1 
258.0 

$     9.1 


$4.5  to  $  8.5 

3.2  to  16.0 

(2.8)  to  (4.2) 

FTT  to  $20.3 


*See  Page  15  for  Footnotes  and  Assumptions  used  as  a  basis 
for  these  projections. 


(A) 
(B) 

(C) 

(D) 
(E) 
(F) 


See  Page  16 


Actual    for  1982 

Cost  savings  resulting  from  reduction  of 

dollar  bills 

Additional    revenue  attributable  to  reduction 

of  transfer  and  fare  abuse.  | 

Costs  of  increased  monthly  and/or  biweekly  pass  salesJ 

Shortfall    is  the  difference  between  revenue  required  and  revenue  produced 

ex[ra°weekTcTr??sca?  m.^'^H    •'  ^^^^^,"P°"  ''I'  assumptions  plus  4.3%  which  covers  an 
extra  week   in  CTA  fiscal   1983  and  increased  ndership  resulting  from  O'Hare  Extension. 
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Cash  Fares 
Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 
$  Revenue 

Reduced  Fare 
§   Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 

Monthly  Pass 
Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 
$  Revenue 

Reduced 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 
$  Revenue 

Total 

#  Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 
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NO  TRANSFER  FARE  STRUCTURE 

Comparison  of  Current  Annual  Ridership/Revenue  to 
Projections  Assuming  Shifts  of  Cash  Paying  Passengers 

(In  Millions) 


50(  Bus,  75<t   Rail 
$40  Monthly  Pass 


1982 
Ridership/ 
Fare  Structure 

Shift  of  Cash 
Fare  Paying  Passengers 
To  Monthly  Pass  Based 
on  Economic 

Advantage  of  Pass 

Projection*     Projection 
1            2 

187.1 

169.3 

149.4 

$178.8 

$142.6 

$117.6 

80.7 

75.0 

72.8 

$36.8 

$28.6 

$27.4 

58.9 

81.3 

101.2 

1.1 

1.7 

2.2 

$45.3 

$69.4 

$89.3 

6.4 

15.0 

17.2 

.1 

.3 

.4 

$2.0 

$6.2 

$7.2 

333.1 

340.6 

340.6 

$262.9 

$246.8 

$241.5 

Decrease  from  1982  Revenue 
Amount 
% 
*See  Page  15   Footnotes  and  Assumptions 


$(16.1) 
(6.1)% 


3(21.4) 
(8.1)% 
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CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 


NO  TRANSFER  FARE  STRUCTURE 

Comparison  of  Current  Annual  Ridership/Revenue  to 
Projections  Assuming  Shifts  of  Cash  Paying  Passengers 

(In  Millions) 


Cash  Fares 
Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 
$  Revenue 

Reduced  Fare 

#  Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 

Monthly  Pass 
Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 
$  Revenue 

Reduced 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 
$  Revenue 

Total 

#  Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 


50(t  Bus,  65(t 

Rail 

$40  Monthly  Pass 

Shift  of  Cash 

Fare  Paying  Pa 

To  Monthly  Pas 

on  Economi 

Advantage  of 

Projection* 

1 

1982 
Rider ship/ 
Fare  Structure 

ssengers 
s  Based 
c 
Pass 

Projection- 
2 

187.1 

175.0 

149.9 

$178.8 

$141.3 

$112.3 

80.7 

72.1 

69.1 

$36.8 

$26.9 

$25.2 

58.9 

76.8 

101.9 

1.1 

1.6 

2.3 

$45.3 

$64.9 

$90.0 

6.4 

18.1 

21.1 

.1 

.4 

.5 

$2.0 

$7.5 
342.0 

$8.8 

333.1 

342.0 

$262.9 

$240.6 

$236.3 

Decrease  from  1982  Revenue 

Amount 

% 
*See  Page  15,.  Footnotes  and  Assumptions 


$(22.3) 
(8.5)% 


$(26.6) 
(10.1)% 
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Cash  Fares 
Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 
$  Revenue 

Reduced  Fare 

#  Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 

Monthly  Pass 
Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 
$  Revenue 

Reduced 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 
$  Revenue 

Total 

#  Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 


CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
NO  TRANSFER  FARE  STRUCTURE 

Comparison  of  Current  Annual  Ridership/Revenue  to 
Projections  Assuming  Shifts  of  Cash  Paying  Passengers 


(In  Millions) 


60(t  Bus,  75(t  Rail 
$40  Monthly  Pass 


Shift  of  Cash 
Fare  Paying  Passengers 
To  Monthly  Pass  Based 

on  Economic 
Advantage  of  Pass 


1982 
Rider ship/ 
Fare  Structure 

Projection* 

1 

Projection* 
2 

187.1 

151.8 

125.7 

$178.8 

$138.7 

$105.3 

80.7 

61.8 

53.3 

$36.8 

$  26.3 

$  21.1 

58.9 

92.4 

118.5 

1.1 

2.0 

2.7 

$45.3 

$  80.5 

$106.6 

6.4 

24.9 

33.4 

.1 

.6 

.8 

$2.0 

$  10.5 

$■  14.4 

333.1 

330.9 

330.9 

$262.9 

$256.0 

$247.4 

Decrease  from  1982  Revenue 
Amount 
% 
*See  Page  15/  Footnotes  and  Assumptions 


$(  6.9) 
(  2.6)% 


$(15.5) 
(  5.9)% 
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CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
No  Transfer  Fare  Structure 

FOOTNOTES  AND  ASSUMPTIONS 

A)  Current  data  based  on  schedules  prepared  by  Operations  Planning. 
For  purposes  of  consistency  within  this  comparison,  the  linked 
trips  for  monthly  passes  sold  in  the  Operations  Planning  models 
have  been  restated  to  52  linked  trips  per  pass  sold. 

B)  Shifting  of  passengers  from  cash  to  Monthly  Pass  is  based  on  the 
attached  "Schedule  of  Ridership  Distribution  and  Pass  Benefit." 

(See  pages  10,  12  and  14)      However,  no  shifts  were 
made  for  riders  who  will  not  experience  a  fare  higher  than  that 
currently  paid. 

In  shifting  cash  riders  to  Monthly  Pass,  it  was  assumed  that 

the  new  pass  ridership  would  use  the  pass  at  40  linked  (originating) 

trips  per  pass  sold. 

C)  It  was  also  assumed  in  both  projections  that  a  student  fare  Monthly 
Pass  would  te  developed.  This  pass  would  enable  student  ridership 
(reduced  fare)  to  shift  from  cash  to  Monthly  Pass  in  the  same  manner 
as  other  reduced-fare  ridership. 

Projection  1 

It  is  assumed  that  passengers  will  shift  from  cash  to  Monthly 
Pass  at  a  rate  of  1%  benefit  =  1%  shift  in  cash  passengers  until 
the  point  of  60%  benefit  is  reached.  From  60%  benefit  on  the 
shift  will  be  70%.  However,  in  no  case  will  the  shift  exceed 
70%  of  cash  fare  passengers. 

Projection  2 

It  is  assumed  that  whenever  discount  exceed  20%  there  will  be 
a  70%  shift  in  cash  passengers.  The  shift  will  not  exceed  70% 

D)  With  the  development  of  a  bi-weekly  pass,  pass  buyers  will  divide 
equally  between  monthly  and  bi-weekly  purchases. 
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CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

No  Transfer  Fare  Structure 
(In  Millions) 


Cost  Savings 


Bill  Hand! ing  Costs 

Farebox/Cashbox  Costs 

Transfer  Printing  and  Distribution 


Annual 

ized 

Amounts 

At  160,0(50 
Bills  Daily 

At  300,000 
Bills  Daily 

$1.7 

$2.8 

2.1 

5.0 

.7 

.7 

$4.5* 

$8.5 

''Chicago  Police  Department  has  been  providing  added  security  at  vault  islands  at 
annual  cost  of  approximately  $500,000  which  is  not  included  above. 


Additional  Revenue 

Recovery  Fare  and  Transfer  Abuse 

Estimated  Range,  2%  to  10%  of  Current  Bus  Cash  Fares 
Each  1%  =  $1.6 


3.2  to  16.0 


Notes  on  Fare  and  Transfer  Abuse 

Operations  Planning,  in  a  memo  dated  6-23-82,  estimates  transfer 
abuse  at  $.3  -  2.5  annual  loss. 

Internal  Audit,  in  a  memo  dated  8-2-82,  estimates  farebox  shortage 
at  $2.0  -  4.6  annual  loss. 

Added  Costs 

Costs   include  printing,  commission  and  distribution  including  additional 
CTA  personnel    in  several   departments  to  handle  monthly  and  bi-weekly  pass 
sales. 

Estimated  Range  -  each  100,000  increase  in  annual    purchases  = 

$100,000  additional   expense  $1.8  to  $4.2 

Commission  costs  are  included  at  ^%  of  sale  price. 

Each  additional    1%  commission  paid  for  each  additional   100,000  passes  sold 

will    increase  costs  by  approximately  $27,000. 
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Chicago  Transit  Authority 

General  Operations  Division 
Operations  Planning  Department 
Routes/Systems  Section 


Chicago   Tranf^it    Autnor-itv 


Typical  weekday   trips 

(thousands),    1982  by 

trip  components 


.3/82 


(rounded  to  nearest  5,000  riders) 


Type  of   Trip 

Bus  

Rail  

Bus-Bus  

Bus-Rail  

Rail-Rail  

Buc-Hun-Bus  

Bus-Eus-Rail    ... 
Bus-Rail-Rail    .. 
Bus-Fius-Bus-Bus 
3us-Bus-Bus-Rail 

TOTAL 


Adult 

Reduced 

Monthly 

cash 

cash 

pass 
60 

T 

3tal 

165 

110 

335 

115 

15 

35 

165 

95 

85 

US 

225 

160 

25 

65 

250 

10 

- 

5 

15 

25 

20 

10 

55 

40 

5 

15 

60 

5 

5 

_ 

10 

10 

- 

- 

10 

625 

265 

235 

1_ 

,125 

(-)  indicates  less  than  2,500  on  a  typical  weekday 


MB( :.'-.] 
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CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 


PREPAID  INCENTIVE  FARE  STRUCTURE 


1982  1983 


Projection  1 ,  No  Price  Elasticity 


Farebox  Revenue  Required  (A)  $262.9  $267.1 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  268.4  279.1 


Revenue  Produced  over  (under) 

Revenue  Required  $  5.5  $  12.0 

Additional  Savings,  Revenues  &  Costs 

Cost  Savings  (B)  $3.8  to  $  7.8  $3.8  to  $  7.8 

Additional  Revenue  (C)  1.6  to  8.0      1.6  to  8.0 

Less  Added  Costs  (D)  (4.3)  to  (4.3)  (4.3)  to  (4.3) 

Total  $1.1  to  $11.5     $1.1  to  $11.5 

Projection  2,  Price  Elasticity  .23  of  Cash 
Paying  Passengers  (E) 

Farebox  Revenue  Required  (A)  $262.9  $267.1 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  265.8  276.4 


$3.8     to  $  7.8 

$3.8     to 

$  7.8 

1.6     to       8.0 

1.6     to 

8.0 

(4.3)  to     (4.3) 

(4.3)  to 

(4.3) 

Revenue  Produced  over  (under) 

Revenue  Required  $  2.9  $  9.3 

Additional  Savings,  Revenues  &  Costs 
Cost  Savings  (B) 
Additional  Revenue  (C) 
Less  Added  Costs  (D) 

Total  $1.1  to  $11.5      $1.1  to  $11  .5 

Projection  3,  Price  Elasticity  .23  of  Cash 
Paying  Passengers  and  11  Loss  of  Prepaid 
Passengers  (E) 

Farebox  Revenue  Required  (A)  $262.9  $267.1 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  263.0  273.5 

Revenue  Produced  over  (under) 

Revenue  Required  $   .1  $  6.4 

Additional  Savings,  Revenues  &  Costs 
Cost  Savings  (B) 
Additional  Revenue  (C) 
Less  Added  Costs  (D) 

Total 

(A)  Actual    for  1982 

(B)  Cost  savings  resulting   from  reduct 

(C)  Additional    revenue  attributable  to  reduction  of  transfer  and  fare  abuse 

(D)  Cost   increased  monthly  and/or  bi-weekly  pass  sales. 

(E)  Each  1%  increase  in  price  equals  a    .23%  decrease  in  passengers 
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$3.8     to  $  7.8 

1.6     to       8.0 

(3.8)   to     (3.8) 

$3.8     to 

1.6     to 

(3.8)   to 

$  7.8 
8.0 
(3.8) 

$1.6     to  $12.0 

$1  .6     to 

$12.0 

of  dollar  bill  s 

>     See  Page  2 
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CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 


Prepaid  Incentive  Fare  Structure 
(In  Millions) 


Cost  Savings 

Annual 

ized 

Amounts 

At  180.000 

At  300,000 

Bills  Daily 

Bills  Daily 

$1.7 

$2.8 

2.1 

5.0 

$3.8* 

$7.8 

Bill  Handling  Costs 
Farebox/Cashbox  Costs 


♦Chicago  Police  Department  has  been  providing  added  security  at  vault  islands 
at  annual  cost  of  approximately  $500,000  which  is  not  included  above. 

Additional  Revenue 

Recovery  Fare  Abuse 

Estimated  Range,  ^%   to  5%  of  Current  Bus  Cash  Fares     1.6  to  8.0 
Each  1%  =  $1.6 


Notes  on  Fare  Abuse 

Internal  Audit,  in  a  memo  dated  8-2-82,  estimates  farebox  shortage 
at  $2.0  -  4.6  annual  loss. 


Added  Costs 

Costs  include  printing,  commission  and  distribution  including  additional 
CTA  personnel  in  several  departments  to  handle  monthly  and  bi-weekly  pass 
sales. 


Estimated  Range,  each  100,000  increase  in  annual  purchases  = 

$100,000  additional  expense  $3.8  -  $4.3 

Commission  costs  are  included  at  1%  of  sale  price. 

Each  additional  1%  commission  paid  for  each  additional  100,000  passes. 

will  increase  costs  by  approximately  $27,000. 
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Chicago  Transit  Authority  s.p«^«3o.  i«2 

To:      Bernmrd  J.  Ford 

From;    Fare  Collection  Taak  Force 

Re:      Bus  System  Fare  Box  Equipment  Reconnendation 

Duriag  the  past  two  months,  the  £are  collection  task  force  members  have 
conducted  an  extensive  study  of  the  bus  revenue  collection  system  problems  and 
possible  solutions.   In  summary,  ve  are  not  ready  to  reconmend  any  ionediate 
long  term  solution  or  system.   No  immediate  solution  is  reconmiended  in  that: 
1)  ve  do  not  have  capital  money  available  for  purchase  of  new  equipment;  2)  the 
time  necessary  to  implement  a  solution  is  several  months  away;  3  with  the  growing 
influx  of  dollar  bills  an  imnediate  short  term  solution  is  needed  and  long  over 
due. 

In  view  of  these  items  ve  recommend  the  following  2-step  solution: 
Step  1  -  Short  term  reconmendations: 

1)  Equip  the  four  heaviest  dollar  bill  problem  generating  gara<;es  with 
auxiliary  piggyback  dollar  bill  boxes.   Three  garages  (69,  77  and 
North  Ave.)  vould  be  equipped  vith  CTA  type  piggybacks  and  one 
(Lawndale)  with  a  bill  acceptor  type.  (See  0P-y82378  for  detail  of 
fare  box  jams  and  dollar  bill  volume  by  garages). 

Continue  the  "Dollar  bill  ban"  with  increased  advertising  campaigns 
promoting  the  benefits  and  savings  of  the  monthly  pass  and  as  well  as 
discount  tokens.   Create  new  marketing  campaigns  to  encourage  purchase 
and  use  of  monthly  pa^s   by  enlisting  the  help  of  merchants  and 
manufacturers  vith  their  promotion  coupons. 

2)  Or  as  an  alternative,  recommend  an  inmediate  fare  adjustment  to  one 
of  the  "No  transfer"  fare  structures  alternatives  described  in  the 
Finance  Division  study  attached.   If  this  alternative  is  implemented 
immediately,  the  need  for  the  auxiliary  piggyback  dollar  bill  box 
will  not  be  required  as  in  1)  above. 

Step  2  -  Long  term  recommendation,  six  months  to  one  year: 

1)  Prepare  a  performance/ technical  specification  for  the  purchase  of 
nev  dollar  bill  accepting  fare  boxes.   The  minimum  requirement  of 
this  equipment  would  be  to  display  amount  deposited  to  operator  with 
option  to  expand  to  full  registration  and  data  capture  in  the  future. 

2)  Apply  for  Federal  grant  money  to  purchase  new  fare  boxes  on  bus 
systemwide  basis  over  next  three  years. 

3)  Advertise  for  bids  to  purchase  new  fareboxes  described  in  item  1  above. 

The  attached  pages  show  in  detail  the  costs  and  comparisons  of  the  various 
systems  studied,  as  well  as  the  financial  aspects  over  a  ten  year  period  with 
respect  Co  fares  and  revenue. 


Fare  Collection  Task  Force 
JPO'Crgi 

■«a3  (raw.  04/79) 


Chicago  Transit  Authority 


September  21,  1982 


To:     Fare  Collection  Task  Force 

From:    Director,  Passenf^er  Controls /Graphics 

R*:     Piggyback  purchase/installation  cost  -  Four  garages 

As  an  initial  step  to  alleviate  fare  box  janming  and  damage  it  is  the 
recommendation  of  the  Fare  Collection  Task  Force  that  piggyback  dollar  bill 
fare  boxes  be  purchased  and  installed  at  the  follovini;  four  major  problems 
garages.   Estimated  cost  is  «•  following: 


Install 

brackets 

No. of 

No.  of  CTA 

&  modify 

buses 

piggyback 

hand  rails 

Locks 

Est. 

Garage 

assigned 
310# 

required  -  (§$64 
110  -  $   7,040 

?$50 

l!$10 
$1,100 

total 

North 

$  5,050 

$ 

13,190 

69th 

233 

233  -  $  14,912 

$11,650 

$2,330 

$ 

28,892 

77th 

351 

351  •  $  22.464 

$17,550 

153,510 

$_ 

43.524 

Subtotal 

694  -  $  44,416 

$34,250 

$6,940 

$ 

85,606 

Lavndale 

129 

150  Rowe  ?$861.30  - 

$129,195 

$  6,450 

- 

$135,645 

1 

! 

(includes  spares) 

Total 


1023 


844  -  $173,611 


$40,700 


$6,940  5221,251 


/t  -  200  buses  at  North  Ave.  have  previously  been  equipped  for 
CTA  type  pigfjyback  boxes. 

*  -  1,200  Master  locks  are  on  hand  to  secure  piggyback  be   :o 
existing  fare  box.   200  needed  for  lids  at  North  Av= . 


JPO'Crgi 

Cc :  Task  Force  members 


•«aa  Irw.  (M/7S) 


Chicago  Transit  Authority 

Q«n«ral  Op«rition«  Division 
Operations  Planning  Oapartmsnt 
Pasasngsr  Controis/Graphics 


Farebox  alternatives 


Install  piggybacks  at 
four  garages 
(180,000  bills  daily) 


0P-X82393 


9-27-82 


IMMEDIATE  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 


1)  Capital  expenditures 

Money  trucks: 

Bill  accepting  equipment: 


$   50,000 
$   221,250 


2)  Annual  maintenance  CTA 
repairing  cashboxes/ 
bill  accepting  devices 

Material: 

Manufacturer  contract: 
Farebox/cashbox  labor: 
Replace  fareboxes: 


$  220,000 
0 
343,200  (8) 
15,000 


3)  Pulling  Island  Operation 
10  full  time  locations 
plus  2  part  time  locations 

Cashbox  pullers: 

Supervisors: 

Money  Truck  operators : 


$3,116,400  (78.4) 
833,800  (18.8) 
371,700  (  9.0) 


4)  Central  Counting 

Bus  revenue,  bills  only 

Total  Central  Counting* 
(inclu-^es  bill  handlers) 

Outside  bill  handling 


$1,453,300 

(   273,000  (6) 

1,175,000 


5)  Security  (not  CTA) 


$  625,250 


Capital  expenditure 
Annual  expenditure 


$  271,250 
$8,133,650 


This  short  term  solution  will  cause  a  steady  increase  in  biH  use 

syscemwide. 
^"  comparative  figure,  excludes  any  new  duties  to  be  undertaken  by  C.C. 


DAM:gi 


Chicago  Transit  Authority 

G«n«rat  Operations  Division 
Oparations  Planning  Dapartm«nt 
Passangsr  Controls/Graphics 


Farebox  altemacives 


Fare   struccure   change   Co 

basic    fare    75c   or   less 

(40,000   bills   daily) 


0P-X82401 


9-27-82 


1)   Capital  expenditures 

Money  trucks : 

Bill  accepting  equipment: 


2)   Annual  maintenance  CTA 
repairing  cashboxes/ 
bill   accepting  devices 

Material: 

Manufacturer  contract: 
Farebox/cashbox  labor: 
Replace  f areboxes : 


100,000 
50,000 
171,600  (4) 
0 


3)  Pulling  Island  Operation 
10  full  time  locations 

plus  1   part  time  locations 

Cashbox  pullers 

Supervisors: 

Money  Truck  operators : 


2,067,000  (52) 
0 
205,500  (4.8) 


4)  Central  Counting 

Bus  revenue,  bills  only 

Total  Central  Counting* 
(includes  bill  handlers) 

Outside  bill  counting 


1,453,300 
(   273,000  (6) 


5)  Security  (not  CTA) 


471,750 


Capital  expenditure 
Annual  expenditure 


4.519,150 


*  comparative  figure,  excludes  any  new  duties  to  be  urderraken  by  C.C. 


DAM:gi 
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CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 


Fare  Structure  Alternatives 


The  task  force  has  examined  two  alternative  fare  structures  which 
we  feel  will  alleviate  the  current  dollar  bill  situation.  Attached  are  a 
series  of  three  primary  exhibits,  and  related  supporting  schedules,  which 
show: 

EXHIBIT  I  -  Using  the  current  10<  transfer  fare  structure, 
and  3  plausible  Inflation  scenarios,  CTA  fares 
In  the  near  and  Intermediate  future. 

EXHIBIT  II  -  Using  various  rates  of  fare  and  a  no- transfer 
fare  structure  (based  upon  a  rail  premium}, 
the  amount  of  farebox  revenue  expected  In  1983. 

EXHIBIT  III  -  Presents  a  prepaid  Incentive  fare  structure. 
This  incorporates  a  logic  similar  to  that 
used  by  connuter  railroads.  In  which  there  Is 
a  heavy  Incentive  offered  to  passengers  for 
using  prepaid  fare  methods.  This  Incentive 
structure  would  alleviate  farebox  problems 
by  minimizing  the  number  of  passengers  paying 
cash  fares. 

The  farebox  revenues  generated  by  these  various  alternatives  art 
summarized  in  the  report  "Comparison  of  Alternative  1983  Projections  of 
Farebox  Revenue  Produced."  The  primary  exhibits  and  supporting  schedules 
follow  this  summarization. 


Ci 


CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

rare  Structure  Alternatives 

Comparison  of  Alternative  1983  Projections 

Of  Fare  Box  Revenue  Produced 


Best  Case     Worst  Case 
Projection     Projection 


Revenue  Required  -  Fiscal  1983  $275.4 

No-Transfer  Fare  Structure 

sot  Bus,  75i  Rail  -  Farebox  Revenue  Produced 

Cost  Savings  and  Additional 
Revenue 

TOTAL 

(Shortfall)  -  Surplus  fron 
Required 

sot  Bus,  65i  Rail  -  Farebox  Revenue  Produced 

Cost  Savings  and  Additional 
Revenue 

TOTAL 

(Shortfall)  Surplus  fron 
Required 

60t   Bus,  75i  Rail  -  Farebox  Revenue  Produced 

Cost  Savings  and  Additional 
Revenue 

TOTAL 

(Shortfall)  -  Surplus  from 
Required 

Prepaid  Incentive  Fare  Structure 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  $279.1        $273.5 

Cost  Savings  and  Additional  Revenue  15.8  5.7 

TOTAL  $294.9        $279.2 

(Shortfall)  Surplus  from  Required  $19.5         $3.8 


$257.4 

$251.9 

24.5 

8.0 

$281.9 

$259.9 

$6.5  • 

$(15.5) 

$250.9 

$246.5 

24.5 

8.0 

$275.4 

$254.5 

- 

$(20.9) 

$267.0 

$258.0 

24.5 

8.0 

$291.5 

$266.0 

$16.1 

$(9.4) 

.?'3: 


CHICAGO  TRANSn  AUTHOAITY 
a 
F«rt  Structutt  AUamatlvi 

■ 

EXHIBIT  I       -  aiWOff  FAig  STWUCmB£ 

Projection  of  CTA  Bulc  Hr*  Stnictur*.  1963-1992. 
undor  Vmm  difftrwit  1af1«t1on  assiaptlans. 

SuBoortltw  SchadulM 

Op«rtt1n«  CxponsM  Mi  Rivotm  tequlrad 
(T«i-YMr  Projection) 

Inflation  Assuaptlons  - 

1  -  n  for  3  yrs..  JS  f  or  3  yrs.,  4S  for  4  yrs. 

2  -  as  for  2  yrs..  SX  for  4  yn.,  4X  for  4  yrs. 

3  •  10S  for  4  yrs..  8S  f  or  3  yrs.,  it  for  3  yrs. 

EXHIBH  II    -  WO  nmgFER  FAME  STWUCtTJUE 

Projoctlon  «d  caparison  of  1983  Parobex  tovaniM 
produead  undnr  ttiron  altamatlva  no-tr«naf«r  fart 
stmcturts. 

SuDOortlna  Scha<to1a« 

Faw  Struetuma 

1  •  tavanun  and  Rldnrsklp  SOt  Bia,  75i  tail 
1A  •  Monthly  Pass  3«i«f1t  5M  9ia.  7S<  IU11 

2  -  Ravanua  and  RldnrsMp  50<  Bus.  S5d  Hall 
2A  •  Nmtiily  Pass  Bwaflt  5M  Bm.  SM  IU11 

3  •  RavaniM  and  RldM^lp  6M  Bui.  7U  Rail 
3A  -  Nonttily  Pass  SoMflt  60«  Bus.  7S«  Rail 

4  •  Footnotas  and  Assia^flons  usad  In  ttw 

praparatlon  of  Exhibit  II. 
SOMdulas  1.  2.  and  3 

5  -  Explanation  of  Cost  Savings  •  Additional  Ravanun 

Projaetlons  usad  fn  Exhibit  II. 
Schadulas  1.  2.  and  3 

6  -  Oparatlons  Planning  dooaant  datalllng  passangar 

trip  coaponants  (basis  for  various  Hdershlp 
projaetlons) 

EXHIBIT  III  -  PWEPAID  DCgfTIVE  FARE  STPUCTORE 

CoMHson  of  1983  Faratax  Ravanua  produced  undar 
thraa  projoctlona  of  Prepaid  Incentive  Fare  Structures. 

Supporting  Schedolaa 

1  -  Coaparison  of  Current  Annual  Ridenhip  to 

Alternative  Projections 

lA  -  Siderjhip  3Utr1buflon  and  Psii/Token  Seneflt 

2  -  Explanation  of  Cost  Saving  and  Additional  Revenue 
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EXHIBIT  I 
Schedule  1 
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EXHIBIT  I 
Schedule  2 
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EXHIBIT  I 
Schedule  3 
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CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 


_£xai8iT  ri 


E  -  50i  Bus,  75*  Ran 

Se«  Schedule  1 
iarebox  Revenue  Required 
arebox  Revenue  Produced 


(A) 


NO  TRANSFER  FARE  STRUCTURE 

■ 

1982 

1983  (E) 

Projection"    I'rojectlon* 

Projection*    Projection* 
#1                     #2 

$263.1              $263.1 
246.8                241.5 

$275.4              $275.4 
257.4                251.9 

Difference  -  Shortfall  (0) 

ost  Savings  &  Additional  Revenues 
Cost  Savings  (B) 
Additional  Revenue  (C) 
Total 

E  -  50*  Bus.  65*  Ran 

See  Schedule  2 
arebox  Revenue  Required 
arebox  Revenue  Produced 

Difference  -  Shortfall  (0) 

:ost  Savings  &  Additional  Revenues 
Cost  Savings  (B) 
Additional  Revenue  (C) 
Total 

^E  -  60*  Bus,  75*  Rail 

See  Schedule  3 

'irebox  Revenue  Required 

.rebox  Revenue  Produced 

Difference  -  Shortfall   (0) 

:ost  Savings  &  Additional  Revenues 
Cost  Savings  (B) 
Additional  Revenue  (C) 
Total 


$  16.3 


$  22.5 


$     7.1 


$4.8 

3.2 
ISTT 


$  21.6 


$  26.8 


to 
to 
to 


$  15.7 


$  8.5 

16.0 
IZTT 


$  18.0 


$  23.5 


$4.8 
3.2 

to 

to 
to 

$8.5 
16.0 

$4.8 
3.2 

id.o 

to 
to 
to 

$  8.5 

16.0 

$^4.g 

$263.1 
240.6 

$263.1 
236.3 

$275.4 
250.9 

$275.4 
246.5 

$  24.5 


$  28.9 


$4.8 

3.2 

$8.fl 

to 

to 
to 

$  8.5 

16.0 
$24.  S 

$4.8 
3.2 

■■$8:6 

to 
to 
to 

$  8.5 

16.0 

i24.5 

$263.1 
256.0 

$263.1 
247.4 

$275.4 
267.0 

$275.4 
258.0 

$     8.4 


$4.8 

3.2 

$8.0 


to 

to 
to 


$  17.4 


$  8.5 

16.0 
$24.5 


*See  Exhibit  II,  Schedule  4,   for  Footnotes  and  Assumptions  used  as  a  basis 
for  these  projections. 

Expected  for  1 982  ^ 

Cost  savings  resulting  from  reduction  of  / 

dollar  bills  > 

Additional  revenue  attributable  to  reduction        J 

of  transfer  and  fare  abuse 

Shortfall   is  the  difference  between  revenue  required  and  revenue  produced. 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  for  1983  is  based  upon  1982  assumptions  plus  4.3t  which 

covers  an  extra  week  in  CIA  fiscal   1983  and  increased  ridership  resulting  fro« 

O'Hare  Extension. 


See  Exhibit  II.  Schedule  5, 
Cost  Savings  and  Additional 
Revenue  , 


1 J  . 


CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
NO  TRANSFER  FARE  STRUCTURE 


EXHIBIT  II 
Schedule  1 


Comparison  §f  Current  Annual  Ridershlp/Revenue  to 
Projections  Assuming  Shifts  of  Cash  Paying  Passengers 

(In  Millions) 


Cash  Fares 
"Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 
$  Revenue 

Reduced  Fare 

#  Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 

Monthly  Pass   ; 

"OTt ' 

fTTnked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 

S  Revenue 

Reduced 

4   Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 

$  Revenue 

Total 
4   Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 


Cacrease  frotn  Current  Revenue 
Amount 
I 
*See  Exhibit  II, Schedule  4,  Footnotes  and  Assumptions 


50i  Bus.  75i  Rail 

2 

Shift  of  C 

Fare  Pay In? 

To  Monthly 

on  Ecor 

Advantage 

Projection* 
1 

Current 
Ridership/ 
Current 
Fare  Structure 

:ash 

1  Passengers 

Pass  Based 

looic 

of  Pass 

Projection* 
2 

187.1 

169.3 

149.4 

$178.8 

$142.6 

$117.6 

80.7 

75.0 

72.8 

$36.8 

$28.6 

$27.4 

58.9 

81.3 

101.2 

1.1 

1.7 

2.2 

$45.3 

$69.4 

$89.3 

6.4 

15.0 

17.2 

.1 

.3 

.4 

$2.2 

$6.2 

$7.2 

333.1 

340.6 

340.6 

$263.1 

$246.3 

$241.5 

$(16.3)' 

$(21.6) 

• 

(6.2)% 

(8.2)S 
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CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 


EXHIBIT  II 
Schedule  2 


.ash  Fares 
Adult 


NO  TRANSFER  FARE  STRUCTURE 

Comparison  of  Current  Annual  Ridershlp/Revenue  to 
Projections  Assialng  Shifts  of  Cash  Paying  Passengers 

Cin  Minions) 


#  Linked  Trips 
$  Revenue 

#  Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 

Monthly  Pass 
Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 
S  Revenue 

Reduced 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 

S  Revenue 

Total 
f  Linked  Trips 

S  Revenue 


SOi  Bus.  65i  Rail 

Shift  of  C 

Fare  Paying 

To  Monthly 

on  Ecor 

Advantage 

Projection* 

1 

Current 
Ridership/ 
Current 
Fare  Structure 

:ash 

1  Passengers 

Pass  Based 

lomic 

of  Pass 

Projection* 
2 

187.1 

175.0 

149.9 

$178.8 

$141.3 

$112.3 

80.7 

72.1 

69.1 

$36.8 

$26.9 

$25.2 

56.9 

76.8 

101.9 

1.1 

1.6 

2.3 

$45.3 

$64.9 

$90.0 

6.4 

18.1 

21.1 

.1 

.4 

.5 

$2.2 

$7.5 

$8.8 

333.1 

342.0 

342.0 

$263.1 

$240.5 

$236.3 

Decrease  from  Current  Revenue 
Amount 
s 
*See  Exhibit  II,  Schedule  4,  Footnotes  and  Assumptions 
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(8.6)X 


$(26.8) 
(10.2)X 
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Cash  Fares 
Adult 


Linked  Trips 
$  Revenue 

Reduced  Fare 

#  Linked  rrips 

$  Revenue 

I  Ninthly  Pass 
Adult 

#  Linked  Trips 

#  Annual  Purchases 

S  Revenue 

educed 
f  Linked  Trips  . 

4  Annual  Purchases 

5  Revenue 

Total 

#  Linked  Trips 

$  Revenue 


CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
NO  TRANSFER  FARE  STRUCTURE 

Comparison  of  Current  Annual  Ridership/Revenue  to 
Projections  Assuning  Shifts  of  Cash  Paying  Passengers 


EXHIBIT  II 
Schedule  3 


(In  Millions) 

Shift  Of 

Fare  Paylnj 

To  Monthly 

on  Ecor 

Advantage 

Projection* 

1 

Cash 
\  Pas! 
Pass 

kmbIc 

of  Pi 

Pi 

60i  Bus,  75i  Rail 

Current 
Ridtrship/ 
•  Current 
Fare  Structure 

iengers 
Based 

iss 

rojection* 
2 

187.1 

151.8 

125.7 

$178.8 

$138.7 

$105.3 

80.7 

61.8 

53.3 

$36.8 

$  26.3 

$  21.1 

58.9 

92.4 

U8.5 

1.1 

1.7 

2.2 

$45.3 

$  80.5 

$106.6 

6.4 

24.9 

33.4 

.1 

.3 

.4 

$2.2 

$  10.5 

$  14.4 

333.1 

330.9 

330.9 

$263.1 

$256.0 

$247.4 

Decrease  from  Current  Revenue 
Amou'it 
S 
•See  Exhibit  II,  Schedule  4,  Footnotes  and  Assumptions 
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EXHIBIT  II 
Schedule  4 


i  ,  CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 

I- 

>  No  Transfer  Fare  Structure 


FOOTNOTES  AND  ASSUMPTIONS 


A)  Current  data  based  on  schedules  prepared  by  Operations  Planning. 
For  purposes  of  consistency  within  this  conparlson,  the  linked 
trips  for  nonthly  passes  sold  In  the  Operations  Planning  models 
have  been  restated  to  52  linked  trips  per  pass  sold. 

B)  Shifting  of  passengers  fron  cash  to  Monthly  Pass  Is  based  on  the 
attached  "Schedule  of  Ridership  Distribution  and  Pass  Benefit." 
(see  Exhibit  II.  Schedules  1A,  2A,  3A).  However,  no  shifts  were 
made  for  riders  who  will  not  experience  a  fare  higher  than  that 
currently  paid. 

In  shifting  cash  riders  to  Monthly  Pass,  It  was  assumed  that 

the  new  pass  ridership  would  use  the  pass  at  40  linked  (originating) 

trips  per  pass  sold. 

C)  It  was  also  assumed  in  both  projections  that  a  student  fare  Monthly 
Pass  would  be  developed.  This  pass  would  enable  student  ridership 
(reduced  fare)  to  shift  fron  cash  to  Monthly  Pass  In  the  sane  manner 
as  other  reduced- fare  ridership. 

Projection  1 

It  is  asswed  that  passengers  will  shift  from  cash  to  Monthly 
Pass  at  a  rate  of  It  benefit  >  It  shift  In  cash  passengers  until 
the  point  of  60t  benefit  Is  reached.  Froa  60t  benefit  on  the 
shift  will  be  70t.  However,  in  no  case  will  the  shift  exceed 
70t  of  cash  fare  passengers. 

Projection  2 

It  is  assumed  that  whenever  discount  exceeds  20f  there  will  be 
a  70t  shift  in  cash  passengers.  The  shift  will  not  exceed  70t. 


EXHIBIT  II 
Schedule  S 


CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHOR TY 


B111  Handling  Costs 

Farebox/Cashbox  Costs 

Transfer  Printing  and  Distribution 


No  Transfer  Fare  Structure 
rin  M1|]jgnii„ 

Cost  Savings 

Annualized  Anounts 

At  Ido.ood 
Bills  Oaily 

At  300.000 
Bills  Oaily 

$1.7 

$2.8 

2.4 

5.0 

.ribution 

.7 

.7 

$4J 

HLS 

Additional  Revenue 

Recovery  Fare  and  Transfer  Abuse 
Estimated  Range,  2t  to  lOt  of  Current  Bus  Cash  Fares 
Each  It  -  $1.6 


3.2  to  16.0 


Notes  on  Fare  and  Transfer  Abuse 

Operations  Planning,  in  a  memo  dated  6-23-32,  estimates  transfer 
abuse  at  $.3  -  2.5  annual  loss. 

Internal  Audit,  1n  a  memo  dated  8-2 •82,  estimates  farebox  shortage 
at  $2.0  -  4.6  annual  loss. 


VW:jaw 

Accounting  &  Analysis 

9-23-82 


Chicago  Transit  Authority 

General  Operations  Division 
Operations  Planning  Department 
Routes/Systems  Section 


Chicago  Transit  Authority 


Typical  weekday  trips 

(thousands),   1982  by 

trip  components 


EXHIBIT  II 
Schedule  6 

0P-xa22^)9 


7/13/82 


(rounded  to  nearest  5,000  riders) 


Type  of  Trip 

Bus  

Rail  

Bus-Bus  

Bus-Rail  

Rail-Rail  

Sue -Bun -Bus  

3us-Bus-Rail  . . . 
Bus-Rail-Rail  . . 
Bus- Bus-Bus-Bus 
Bus- Bus-Bus -Rail 

TOTAL 


Adult 
cash 

Reduced 
cash 

Monthly 
pass 

Total 

165 

110 

60 

335 

lis 

15 

35 

•   165 

95 

85 

^5 

225 

160- 

25 

65 

250 

10 

- 

5 

15 

25 

20 

10 

55 

1*0 

S 

15 

60 

- 

- 

- 

- 

5 

5 

- 

10 

10 

- 

- 

10 

625 


265 


235 


1,125 


(-)  indicates  less  than  2,500  on  a  typical  weekday 


MBr,/-] 


EXffTffrr  III 

CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 
PREPAID  INCENTIVE  FARE  STRUCTURE 

1982  1983 

Projection  1,  No  Price  Elasticity 

Farebox  Revenue  Requlred^^^  $263.1  $275.4 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  268.4  279.1 

Revenue  Produced  over  (under) 
Revenue  Required  $  5.3  S  3.7 

Cost  Savings  '*>  Additional  Revenues 

Cost  Savings   (B;  $4.1  to  $  7.8  $4.1  to  $  7.8 

Additional   Revenue  (C)  1.6  to      8.0  1.6  to  8.0 

Total  $5.7  to  $15.3  $5.7  to  $15.^ 

Projection  2,  Price  Elasticity  .23  of  Cash 
Paying  Passengers  (D) 

Farebox  Revenue  Requlred^^^  $263.1  $275.4 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  265.8  276.4 

Revenue  Produced  over  (under) 
Revenue  Required  $    2.7  $    1.0 

Cost  Savings  &  Additional  Revenues 

Cost  Savings  (B)  $4.1  to  $  7.8  $4.1  to  $  7.8 

Additional  Revenue  (C)  1.6  to      8.0  1.6  to  8.0 

Total  $5.7  to  $15.8  $5.7  to  $15.d 

Projection  3,  Price  Elasticity  .23  of  Cash 
Paying  Passengers  and  2?  Loss  of  Prepaid 
Passengers   (D) 

Farebox  Pevenue  Required  ^   '  $263.1  $275.4 

Farebox  Revenue  Produced  263.0  273.5 

Revenue  Produced  over  (under) 
Revenue  Required  $  (.1)  $  (1.9) 

Cost  Savings  &  Additional  Revenues 

Cost  Savings  (B)  $4.1  to  $  7.8  $4.1  to  $  7.8 

Additional   Revenue  (C)  1.6  to      8.0  1.6  to  8.0 

Total  $5.7  to  $15.d  $5.7  to  $15. d 


(A)  Expected  for  1982 

(B)  Cost  savings  resulting  from  reduction  of     "N 

dollir  bills  '.   See  Exnibit  III. 

(C)  Additional  revenue  attributable  to  reduction   j   Schedule  2 
of  transfer  and  fare  abuse  y 

(0)  Each  11  Increase  in  price  equals  a  .23t  decrease  in  passengers 
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EXHIBIT  III 
Schedule  2 


CHICAGO  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY 


B111  Handling  Costs 
Farebox/Cashbox  Costs 


Recovery  Fare  Abuse 

Estimated  Range.  IS 

Each  IS  -  $1.6 


Prepaid  Incentive  Fare  Structure 
(In  Minions) 

Cost  Savlnqs 

Annualized  Amounts 

At  Ito.OOO 
Bins  Dally 

At  300,000 
Bills  Dally 

$1.7 

$2.8 

2.4 

LI 

Ji£JL 

JLL. 

Additional  Revenue 

5X  of  Currant  Bus  Cash  Fares             1 

.5  to  8.0 

Notes  on  Fare  Abuse 

Internal  Audit,  In  a  memo  dated  8-2-82.  estimates  farebox  shortage 
at  $2.0  -  4.6  annual  loss. 


VW:jaw 

Accounting  &  Analysis 

9-24-32 


PASS  COMMISSION  SURVEY 


PASS  COMMISSION  SURVEY 

HARRIS  BANK 

Jack  Ronchetto   461-2109 

Not  interested  in  selling  passes  regardless  of  commission. 
TALMAN  HOME 

G.  Brent  Minor  922-9600 

Letter  to  us  demanding  commission. 
Feels  50<:  minimum  to  75<:  to  cover  costs. 

Discussed  the  1%  rate  and  he  does  not  feel  that  he  can 
cover  administrative  costs  with  this  figure.   Talman-Home 
now  has  5  5  locations  within  Chicago.   VJould  make  both 
passes  available  if  commission  level  covers  administrative 
costs.   Would  like  an  answer  by  the  end  of  next  week,  end 
of  month  to  work  up  costs.   Also,  mentioned  that  float  is 
attractive  to  them  and  will  consider  this  in  savings  to 
bank. 

BROADWAY  BANK 

Telo  Jalleor   989-2100 


CRAGIN  FEDERAL 

Don  Holton,  Marketing  Manager    889-1000 

Is  interested  in  selling  monthly  and  bi-weekly,  but  must 
receive  a  commission  to  do  so.   Feels  that  1%  is  good  and 
will  sell  for  this  am.ount  but  would  prefer  2  to  2^%. 

LAKE VIEW 

Robert  Rybka   525-2180 

Is  interested  in   selling  monthly  and  bi-weekly,  a  1% 
commission  rate  is  acceptable.   They  are  willing  to  go 
along  with  majority  rule  on  commission  rate.   Recommended 
that  we  utilize  bank  names  in  advertising  in  other  spots 
beside  sales  location  brochures  —  car  cards? 


PASS  co^':^1I£SICN  survey 

Page  2 


BANK  OF  RAVEN SWOOP 

Bernadette  Tagle,  Collection  Department    989-3146 

Is  interested  in  selling  both  monthly  and  bi-weekly 
and  a  1%  commission  level  is  acceptable. 

CURRENCY  EXCHANGE  ASSOCIATION 

Emmet  McMarrow   7  3  3-1410 

If  passes  were  to  be  offered,  he  feels  that  they  will 
take  one  type  or  the  other.   Will  not  offer  both  passes 
due  to  confusion  at  selling  window.   Commission  not  yet 
known . 


FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  CHICAGO 

Andrew  Neilo   732-6246 

Not  interested  in  selling  passes  regardless  of  commission 
payment. 


CONTINENTAL  ILLINOIS  BANK 

Art  Theriault   828-2345 

Not  interested  in  selling  passes  regardless  of  commission. 
OAK  TRUST  AND  SAVINGS 

Muriel  Haygood    440-4018 

Would  be  interested  in  selling  monthly  passes  only  and  a 
1%  commission  is  acceptable.   Facility  currently  sells  out 
and  does  not  reorder  by  1st  of  month.   If  commission  is 
part  of  program  will  order  enough  passes  to  sell  for 
entire  sales  period. 

LINCOLN  SQUARE 

George  Dimakos,  Regional  Manager   989-2400 

Would  be  interested  in  selling  both  passes  and  1% 
commission  is  an  acceptable  reimbursement.   Would  like 
a  face-to-face  meeting  before  new  program  begins. 
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DOMINICK'S  FINER  FOODS 

Larry  Nauman,  Vice  President   562-1000   (Rick  Simpson) 

Would  be  interested  in  selling  monthly  only  at  a  5% 
commission  rate,  but  would  consider  a  3%  and  no  less 
than  3%. 

JEWEL  FOOD  STORES 

Frank  Eckstein,  Vice  President   531-6892 
Joe  Jackson  531-6218 

Are  interested  in  hearing  more  about  the  "administrative" 
side  of  passes.   Feel  that  when  token  sales  decrease, 
they  may  be  better  off  with  the  pass — also,  less  "booth" 
work  since  most  people  buy  tokens  each  week.   Feel  that 
40<:  per  pass,  each  type,  including  bi-weekly  and  monthly 
and  also  discount  would  be  the  bare  minimum--must 
calculate  administrative  costs. 

Asked  if  an  exclusive  contract  (supermarket  chain)  only 
would  hold  the  commission  fee  requested  down  and  they 
thought  that  might  be  a  possibility. 

AMERICAN  NATIONAL  BANK 

Michael  Hennessey   661-5053 

Is  interested  in  selling  both  the  monthly  and  bi-weekly, 
must  receive  a  commission  of  $1.04  per  pass. 

CHICAGO  BANK  OF  COMMERCE 

Joseph  Kerr   861-1539 
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TITLE  VI  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 
of 
AN  ALTERNATE  FARE  STRUCTURE  PROPOSAL 


Prepared  by  CTA  Human  Resources 

Data  supplied  from  Operations  Planning 


April  1983 


ALTERNATE  FARE  STRUCTURE  PROPOSAL 
TITLE  VI  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 


INTRODUCTION 

The  Chicago  Transit  Authority  has  found  it  necessary 
to  consider  an  Alternate  Fare  Structure  as  a  direct  result 
of  the  number  of  dollar  bills  being  deposited  in  fare  boxes 
daily,  causing  high  and  continued  cost  of  counting  and 
processing  currency  and  repairing  of  fare  boxes,  as  well  as 
disruption  in  service  because  of  defective  fare  boxes,  and 
loss  of  revenue  because  of  short  fares  (1/2  dollar  bills) . 
A  secondary  issue,  misuse/abuse  of  transfers,  combine  to 
make  appealing  the  concept  of  a  single  fare,  no  transfer 
structure  desirable.   At  the  same  time  it  is  projected  that 
an  increase  in  ridership  may  also  result. 

COMPLIANCE  WITH  TITLE  VI 

Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  provides  that 
"No  person  in  the  United  States  shall,  on  the 
ground  of  race,  color,  or  national  origin,  be 
excluded  from  participation  in,  be  denied  the 
benefits  of,  or  be  subjected  to  discrimination 
under  any  program  or  activity  receiving  Federal 
financial  assistance". 
The  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  also  includes  this 

reference  in  all  its  grant  contracts,  further  emphasizing  that 


-1- 


such  grant  contracts  are  contingent  upon  current  and  continued 
compliance.   The  Authority  supports  these  requirements  and 
has  therefore  undertaken  a  Title  VI  Impact  Analysis  of  this 
Alternate  Fare  Structure  Proposal. 
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ALTERNATE  FARE  STRUCTURE  PROPOSAL 

METHODOLOGY 

The  assessment  for  this  study  will  be  conducted  in 
the  following  manner: 

A.  Assessment  by  type  of  rider 

B.  Assessment  by  analysis  of  type  of  rider 

C.  Assessment  by  potential  impact 

1.  By  route  designation 

2.  By  auto  availability 

3.  By  income  and  employment 

D.  Conclusions 
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ALTERNATE  FARE  STRUCTURE  PROPOSAL 
ASSESSMENT  BY  TYPE  OF  RIDER 


NO  ADVERSE  IMPACT 

Bus  only:  savings  of  .40  over  current  fare. 
Rail  only:  savings  of  .15  over  current  fare. 
Bus — Bus:   no  change  in  basic  current  fare  with 
transfer. 

INVESTIGATION  FOR  ADVERSE  IMPACT 

Bus-Rail:   additional  cost  of  .25  over  the  current  fare 
with  transfer. 

Rail — Rail:   any  adverse  impact  (.50  over  the  current 
fare  with  transfer)  would  be  subject  to 
availability  and  permiss ability  of  rail  to 
rail  transfers;  i.e.  intra  station  transfers 
(center  platform  transfer,  outside/inside 
platform  transfers  serving  more  than  one  line, 
and  over/under  stairway  crossover  transfers) 
or  State  St.  to  Dearborn  subway  passageway. 
If  transfers  allowed  .25  saving  over  current 
fare  with  transfer  would  be  realized. 

Bus — Bus — Bus:   .50  over  the  current  fare  with  transfer. 

Bus — Bus — Rail:  .75  over  the  current  fare  with  transfer. 

Bus — Rail — Rail:   $1.00  over  the  current  fare  with  transfer 
if  rail  to  rail  transfers  are  not  permitted  and 
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.25  over  the  current  fare  with  transfer  if 

rail  to  rail  transfers  are  permitted. 
Bus — Bus — Bus — Bus:   $1.00  over  the  current  fare  with 

transfer. 
Bus — Bus--Bus--Rail :   $1.25  over  the  current  fare  with 

transfer. 
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ALTERNATE  FARE  STRUCTURE  PROPOSAL 
ANALYSIS  BY  TYPE  OF  RIDER 


BUS, ONLY 

Typically  26.4%  of  CTA  adult  cash  fare  weekday  riders 
utilize  a  bus  only  mode  of  transportation;  reduced  cash  fare 
riders,  41.5%.   While  there  is  no  adverse  impact  for  these 
riders,  there  is  the  net  effect  of  44.5%  reduction  to  the 
rate  of  fare. 
RAIL,  ONLY 

18.4%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  weekday  riders  utilize  a 
rail,  only,  mode  of  transportation;  reduced  fare  riders  are 
less  than  5.6%.   These  riders  would  realize  a  16.7%  reduction 
in  the  cost  of  a  ride,  while  again,  no  adverse  impact  is 
identified. 
BUS  TO  BUS 

15.2%  adult  cash  fare  riders  and  32.1%  of  all  reduced 
fare  riders  utilize  a  two-bus  ride  typically  on  each  trip  on 
each  weekday.   For  these  riders  no  increase  in  cost  is  realized 
and  no  adverse  impact  identified. 

The  above  group  of  three  types  of  riders  represent  a 
total  of  60%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  ridership  and  79.2%  of 
the  reduced  cash  fare  ridership  for  a  typical  weekday  in  the 
system.   Over  half  of  this  group  enjoys  a  substantial  savings 
while  none  experiences  any  adverse  impact  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  change. 
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BUS  TO  RAIL 

25.6%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  riders  and  9.4%  of  the 
reduced  cash  fare  riders  utilize  a  bus  to  rail  trip  on  a 
typical  weekday.   Financially,  these  riders  would  face  a 
25%  increase  in  a  one  way  fare. 
RAIL  TO  RAIL 

Only  1.6%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  riders  utilize  a 
rail  to  rail  trip  on  a  typical  weekday.   Reduced  fare  riders 
fall  below  2500  total  daily  riders. 

This  is  an  optional  trip  by  the  rider  and  generally 
could  be  obtained  at  a  single  rate  (.75)  fare. 
BUS  TO  BUS  TO  BUS 

4%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  and  7.5%  of  the  reduced  cash 
fare  daily  riders  fall  within  this  category.   The  need  for 
this  type  of  ride  exist  primarily  in  the  North  West  and  far 
South  West  sides  of  the  City.   Minority/non-minority  composi- 
tion of  this  ridership  is  about  equal. 
BUS  TO  BUS  TO  RAIL 

This  ridership  pattern  is  similar  to  that  of  the  bus  to 
bus  to  bus  mode.   6.4%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  daily  ridership 
would  be  affected,  compared  to  1.8%  of  the  reduced  cash  fare 
daily  riders.   Again  the  minority/non-minority  ridership  is 
about  equal . 
BUS  TO  RAIL  TO  RAIL 

Less  than  0.4%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  and  less  than  1% 
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of  the  reduced  fare  daily  riders  follow  this  mode.   The  fare 
for  this  type  of  ride  is  generally  consistent  with  that  of 
the  bus  to  rail  rider. 
BUS  TO  BUS  TO  BUS  TO  BUS 

This  type  of  rider  represents  .8%  of  the  adult  cash 
fare  and  1.8%  of  the  reduced  cash  fare  rider. 

BUS  TO  BUS  TO  BUS  TO  RAIL 

1.6%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  and  less  then  1%  reduced 
cash  fare  daily  riders  fall  within  this  category. 
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ALTERNATE  FARE  STRUCTURE  PROPOSAL 
ANALYSIS  BY  ROUTE  DESIGNATION 


The  north-south/east-west  grid  patterns  of  the  Chicago 
Transit  Authority's  overall  system  provides  transportation 
for  98%  of  the  City's  population  such  that  service  is 
available  within  a  3/8  mile  radius,  and  most  trips  can  be 
accomplished  with  a  two-vehicle  ride. 

Seven  bus  routes  are  identified  which,  facially,  could 
have  the  effect  of  requiring  more  than  a  two-vehicle  ride. 
Four  of  these  routes  —  #49A,  S. Western;  #52-A,  S.  Kedzie; 
#54A,  North  Cicero/Skokie  Blvd;  #86,  North-Narragansett  — 
are  classified  as  non -minority  routes.   The  remaining  three 

—  #48,S.Damen;  #75,  74-75th  St.;  and  #111,  lllth-115th  St. 

—  are  classified  as  minority  routes.   Together  these  seven 
routes  represent  2.25%  of  the  total  weekday  bus  riders. 

The  highest  ridership  of  these  seven  routes  being  re- 
viewed occurrs  on  the  #75  route  —  9,483  weekday  riders 
(originating) .   Only  11%  of  this  total  utilize  more  than  a 
two-vehicle  ride. 

#54A,  North  Cicero/Skokie  Blvd.  has  the  least  ridership, 
1810  weekday  riders,  of  the  seven  routes.   Less  than  4%  of  these 
riders  require  more  than  a  two-vehicle  ride. 

Riders  using  the  #111  route  would  be  most  severly  impacted 
by  this  proposal  although  the  ridership  represents  less  than 
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0.5%  of  the  total  ridership.   91.8%  of  this  ridership  is 
minority,  and  three  or  more  vehicles  generally  are  required 
for  each  trip  taken. 

Ridership  on  the  remaining  four  routes  #48,  #49,  #52  and 
#86,  reflect  percentage  of  10%  or  less  where  more  than  two- 
vehicles  are  required  for  trip. 
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TITLE  VI  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 
BY  AUTO  AVAILABILITY 


With  balance  equity  established  for  most  of  the  system, 
we  look  at  Auto  Availability  of  the  riders  using  the  seven 
routes  under  further  study  in  terms  of  comparison  within 
this  group,  and  within  the  total  system. 

The  seven  routes  under  review  are  now  assessed  by  Auto 

Availability: 

ROUTE  NO  CAR  AVAILABLE 

48  So.  Damen  77 

49A  So.  Western  77 

52A  So.  Kedzie  76 

54A  No.  Cicero  82 

75  74th-75th  84 

86  Narragansett  75 

111  lllth-115th  75 

System  Average  71 

Minority  78.6 

Non-Minority  77.5 

The  overall  average  percentage  of  riders  in  this  group 

who  have  no  car  available  is  78%,  somewhat  above  the  system 

average  of  71%.   However,  the  average  percentage  of  minority 

riders  who  have  no  auto  available  is  78.6%  while  non-minority 
is  77.5%. 
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TITLE  VI  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 
BY  FAMILY  INCOME  AND  EMPLOYMENT 


Family  income  is  the  final  element  of  this  review  for 
Title  VI  Impact.   Here  we  examine  Family  Income  of  passengers 
on  the  seven  routes  identified  for  comparison  within  the 
group  and  within  the  total  system. 

Continuing  the  analysis  of  the  seven  routes  under  review, 
we  next  look  at  family  income: 

%  Income 


0-$10,000 

$10, 

,000-$20, 

,000 

$20, 

,000-$30, 

,000 

Over 

$30,00' 

48   So.Damen 

48 

38 

9 

5 

49A  So. Western 

50 

27 

12 

11 

52A  So.Kedzie 

47 

32 

15 

6 

54A  No. Cicero 

37 

47 

10 

7 

75   74th-75th 

59 

31 

6 

4 

86   Narragansett 

48 

31 

14 

7 

111   lllth-115th 

54 

32 

8 

6 

System  Average 


42 


System  Average 

Minority 
Non-Minority 


35 


76 

65.3 
68.25 


13 


Minority 

53, 

,6 

33.6 

7.6 

Non-Minority 

45. 

,5 

34.2 

12.8 

ROUTE 

%  EMPLOYED 

48   So.Damen 

65 

49A  So. Western 

58 

52A  So.Kedzie 

67 

54A  No. Cicero 

82 

75   74th-75th 

66 

86   Narragansett 

66 

111   lllth-115th 

65 

10 

5.0 
7.7 
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CONCLUSIONS: 

The  long  established  grid  pattern  of  the  Chicago  Transit 
Authority's  rail  and  bus  lines  make  it  one  of  the  most  easily 
understood  in  the  industry,  while  providing  access  to  any 
location  in  the  City  from  any  location  in  the  City.   Generally 
a  rider  is  within  3/8  mile  of  transportation  regardless  of 
place  of  origin.   This  has  held  true  in  spite  of  recent  service 
adjustments  as  a  result  of  budget  constraints. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Proposed  Alternate  Fare  Structure  is  limited 
to  fares,  necessary  time,  convenience  and  other  factors  are 
assumed  to  remain  unchanged.   The  limited  scope  of  this  analysis 
seeks  to  answer  the  question:   are  minorities  as  a  group  adversely 
impacted  by  the  proposed  change  as  opposed  to  non-minority? 

We  first  examined  types  of  rider  system-wide  (number  of 
modes  of  transportation  used)  and  determined  that  clearly  50% 
of  the  adult  fare  ridership  and  79%  of  the  reduced  fare  daily 
ridership  will  not  be  negatively  affected  by  the  proposed  change. 
In  fact,  some  actual  savings  may  be  realized.   The  remainder  of 
the  ridership  is  generally  spread  evenly  about  the  City  communities. 

By  route  designation  we  determined  that  only  seven  routes  — 
three  minority  and  four  non-minority  —  were  suspect  of  potential 
adverse  impact  because  these  riders  may  require  more  than  one- 
vehicle  change  to  complete  a  daily  trip.   From  our  origin  and 
destination  data,  we  determined  that,  while  the  number  of  riders 
serviced  in  these  areas  is  small  compared  to  the  system  totals. 
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the  highest  impact  occurrs  on  the  three  minority  routes  -- 
#48,  #75,  #111  --  with  the  #111  being  the  most  severely 
affected.   The  geography  of  this  area  (interruptions  of  streets 
by  expressways,  narrow  streets  and  factory  construction)  place 
an  added  burden  on  these  low  density  populated  residencies. 
Specifically,  the  Roseland  Community  and,  to  a  lesser  extent 
the  West  Pullman  community,  are  the  most  affected. 
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The  next  area  of  concern  was  that  of  Auto  Availability. 
Here  we  sought  to  examine  auto  availability  of  riders  using 
these  seven  routes  and  to  compare  them  with  one  another  and 
with  the  system  averages.   A  difference  of  less  then  2%  between 
minority  and  non-minority  riders  was  determined  to  exist  on 
the  seven  routes. 

Finally,  we  assessed  family  income  and  employment  of 
riders  along  the  seven  routes  for  intergroup  comparison  and 
for  comparison  with  the  system  averages.   Although  both  groups 
are  below  the  system  average  for  employment,  their  comparative 
difference  is  small  -  65.3%,  minority;  68.25%,  non-minority. 
However  the  income  levels  of  minorities  are  considerably 
below  those  of  non-minorities  in  the  $20,000  to  $30,000 
category,  almost  the  same  in  $10,000-20,000  category,  and 
slightly  above  in  the  0-$10,000  category.   In  the  over  $30,000 
category  the  numbers  are  smallest  and  yield  5%  for  minorities 
^nd  7.7%  for  non-minorities. 

61.6%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  and  79.2%  reduced  cash  fare 
daily  riders  experienced  no  increase  in  rate  of  fare  over  the 
present  fare  structure.   25.6%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  riders 
and  9.4%  of  the  reduced  cash  fare  riders  could  experience  a 
25%  increase  in  fare  with  opting  to  use  the  Rapid  Transit  System 
in  conjunction  with  a  bus  ride.   Because  of  its  speed  and 
distance,  the  Rapid  Transit  System  is  considered  to  be  a 
premium  service. 


-15- 


12.8%  of  the  adult  cash  fare  riders  and  11.4%  of  the 
reduced  cash  fare  daily  riders  would  on  a  flat  fare  basis 
experience  an  increase.   There  is  however  no  major  adverse 
impact  on  minorities  as  a  group  in  terms  of  cost  alone,  or  as 
it  applies  to  auto  availability  or  family  income.   Two 
minorities  communities  have  been  identified  in  which  the 
riders  will  be  faced  with  continued  multi-modal,  multi  vehicle 
rides.   This  impact  would  be  felt  in  terms  of  higher  cost. 

Bi-weekly  passes  and  monthly  passes  are  proposed  as  a 
system  wide  option  to  riders  who  elect  this  cheaper,  more 
convenient  method  of  fare  payment. 
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REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION 

EXPRESS  BUS 

AND      EVANS TON    SURCHARGE 

RECOMMENDATIONS 


REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION,  EXPRESS  BUS,  AND  EVANSTON 
SURCHARGE  RECOMMENDATIONS 


REGIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  FARES 


There  are  at  least  three  alternatives  to  consider  in  treating  the 
RTA  originating  rider  who  transfers  to  the  CTA  system  and  whose 
RTA  transfer  is  equivalent  to  a  CTA  transfer  and  vice  versa. 
These  are: 

1.  Cut  the  RTA  bus  fare  to  50<:  as  CTA  will 
issue  no  transfers. 

2.  Accept  RTA  transfers  only  at  first  point  of 
contact  with  RTA  bus  routes  and  issue  either 
special  CTA  transfers  or  RTA  transfers  to 
persons  bound  for  RTA  bus  routes. 

3.  Cut  the  CTA  fare  to  50<;  bus,  75"?  rail  no  transfers, 
leave  the  RTA  fare  structure  alone  and  expect  all 
RTA/CTA  riders  to  purchase  monthly  or  bi-weekly 
passes. 

The  first  item  treats  the  RTA  bus  system  equally  as  the  CTA 
system  and  poses  no  problems  to  CTA  but  creates  internal  RTA 
problems  in  that  its  local  fare  is  now  60C  with  a  90<:  through 
fare  and  10<:  for  a  transfer.   If  the  bus  fare  is  cut  to  50<:  with 
no  transfers,  RTA  breaks  even  regarding  revenue  from  RTA/CTA 
passengers,  but  loses  revenue  on  current  intra-RTA  90<;  and  60<; 
rides.   This  is  a  major  problem  to  RTA  in  the  collar-county 
operations  of  Elgin,  Aurora,  Joliet,  etc.   RTA  personnel  have  not 
responded  positively  on  this  proposal. 

The  second  proposal  of  not  changing  the  RTA  fare  structure  but 
continuing  to  issue  transfers  valid  on  CTA  is  acceptable  to  RTA 
personnel  provided  CTA  would  likewise  issue  transfers  (possibly 
even  RTA  transfers) .   This  poses  several  problems  to  CTA.   If  we 
accepted  RTA  transfers,  would  we  impose  a  25<?  surcharge  on  rapid 
transit  so  that  the  RTA/CTA  rail  fare  was  $1.25  similar  to  CTA 
bus/CTA  rail  or  impose  no  surcharge,  making  the  RTA/CTA  rail  fare 
$1.00  compared  with  CTA  bus/CTA  rail  fare  of  $1.25?   We  would 
need  to  impose  a  rail  surcharge  to  these  rides. 

If  CTA  issues  a  transfer  valid  only  on  RTA  routes,  how  would 
these  transfers  be  distributed  on  the  CTA  system?   Currently 
about  6,000  RTA  transfers  are  received  on  CTA  bus  routes  and 
6,500  on  CTA  rail  routes.   Some  RTA  transfers  originate  in  collar 
county  cities  such  as  Elgin  whereby  the  riders  use  Elgin  buses  to 
the  RTA  rail  station,  ride  a  commuter  train  and  then  use  the 


transfer  on  CTA  shuttle  buses  downtown.   Even  if  transfers  were 
issued  only  to  bus  operators  whose  routes  connected  with  RTA, 
there  would  be  a  requirement  for  virtually  all  routes  on  the 
system  and  a  difficult  time  explaining  the  procedure  to  the  rider 
and  accounting  for  these  transfers  which  is  one  of  the  reasons 
for  our  overall  "no-transfer"  fare  proposal. 

While  the  exchange  of  transfers  proposals  reserves  equity  of 
fares  for  the  RTA/CTA  riders  compared  with  CTA/CTA  riders,  it 
becomes  a  very  difficult  procedure  to  manage. 

The  third  proposal  of  CTA  and  RTA  each  going  its  own  way 
regarding  fares  creates  a  fare  inequity  to  RTA/CTA  riders 
compared  to  CTA/CTA  riders.   An  RTA  bus/CTA  bus  fare  would  become 
$1.40  compared  with  CTA  bus/CTA  bus  fare  of  $1.00.   An  RTA 
bus/CTA  rail  fare  would  become  $1.65  compared  with  CTA  bus/CTA 
rail  fare  of  $1.25.   In  other  words,  RTA/CTA  riders  would  pay  a 
penalty  of  40<?  per  trip  unless  they  purchased  monthly  or 
biweekly  passes. 

It  is  recommended  that  a  compromise  whereby  RTA  transfers  would 
be  valid  and  accepted  on  the  CTA  system  at  point  of  entry  to  CTA 
and  not  reissued.   Persons  going  from  CTA  to  RTA  would  have  to 
pay  the  CTA  fare  of  50<:  bus  or  75<:  rail  and  then  the  RTA  90<; 
fare.   This  would  preserve  the  current  inbound  fare  and  impose  a 
40<:  outbound  penalty. 


EXPRESS  BUS 


It  is  recommended  that  persons  riding  the  #2,  6,  124,  99,  99M, 
147,  162  and  164  routes  would  pay  50C  inbound  to  downtown  and  75<; 
outbound  as  they  leave  downtown.   This  would  be  an  average  fare 
of  62.5*?  intermediate  between  local  bus  and  rapid  transit  fares. 


EVANSTON  FARES 


It  is  recommended  that  local  bus  fare  on  routes  #201,  202,  203 
and  204  will  be  50<:.   Fare  on  Evanston  rail  service  will  be  75<: 
whether  the  ride  is  local  to  Evanston  or  through  to  Chicago  with 
a  transfer  at  Howard  station.   All  persons  riding  southbound 
Evanston  Express  trains  south  of  Howard  station  will  pay  a  25<; 
express  surcharge.   This  will  require  the  issue  of  express 
identification  checks. 
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